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If the H iggs boson has a mass below 130 G &V, then the standard m odel vacuum is
unstable; if t hasamassbelow 90 G&V (ie. wihin reach of LEP within the next two
years), then the instability w ill occur at a scale between 800 G&V and 10 TeV .W e show
that precise determm inations of the H iggs and top quark m asses as well asm ore detailed
e ective potential calculations w illenable one to pin down the location ofthe instability
to an accuracy ofabout 25 percent. It is offen said that \the standard m o delm ust break
down" or \new physics must enter" by that scale. H owever, by considering a toy m odel
for the new physics, we show that the lightest new particlke (or resonance) could have a
m ass asmuch as an order ofm agnitude greater than the location of the Instability, and
still restabilize the vacuum .
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1 Introduction

The large value of the top quark m ass has intensi ed Interest in Higgs m ass bounds
arising from the requirem ent of vacuum stability. Since the contribution of the top quark

Yukawa coupling to the beta function of the scalar selfcoupling, , is negative, a large

top quark masswilldrive to a negative valie (thus destabilizing the standard m odel
vacuum ) at som e scale, generally denoted as . The only way to avoid this instability is
to require that the H iggsm assbe su ciently large (thus the initial value of is large)

or to assum e that the standard m odel breaks down before the scale  is reached{l .

If one assum es that the standard m odel is valid up to the uni cation orP lanck scale
(the di erence between the two does not appreciably a ect the bounds), then a lower
bound on the H iggsm ass can be ocbtained by requiring that the standard m odel vacuum
be the only stablem ininum up to that scale. M any papers in recent yearsz, 3, 4] have
gradually re ned this lower bound; the m ost recent are the works of Casas, E soinosa
and Q uirosBICEQ ] and of A tarelli and Isidori4]R I], who show that the requirem ent of
vacuum stability up to the P lanck scale gives, fora top quark massof 175 GeV, a ower
bound 0f 130 G &V on the H iggsm ass. Ifthe H iggsm ass is lighter than this bound, then
the standard m odelm ust break down at a lower scale; the fartherbelow the bound, then
the lIower this scale. In fact, as em phasized by AT and CEQ, if the H iggs has a m ass
Just above is current experin ental lim it, then the standard m odelm ust break down at a
scake of roughly a TeV . Since the standard m odel is de ned by the assum ption that there
isno new physics untila scale of several TeV (at least), one concludes that the discovery
ofa H iggsboson at LEP IT could, depending on the precise top quark m ass, rule out the
standard m odel!!

In this Letter, we will exam Ine this question In m ore detail. First, we will discuss
the scale, , atwhich the H iggs potential tums negative, thus destabilizing the standard
m odel vacuum . W e w ill consider H iggsm asses w thin reach of LEP II. T hen, the uncer-
tainties and di culties associated w ith determm ining this scale precisely, given the H iggs
and top quark m asses, w ill be discussed. T he standard statem ent is that \the standard
m odel m ust break down before the scale " or that \new physics must operate before
the scale ".W ewillexam ine the m eaning of this statem ent by considering a toy m odel
In which a scalar boson ofmass M is added to the standard m odel, and we w ill show
that it is not necessary that thism assbe lessthan , that it could even have a m ass as
high as 5 10 tin es Jarger and still prevent the vacuum instability. Thus, even if one



were to conclude that isonly a TeV, this would not necessarily iIn ply that a particlke

or resonance m ust be at orbelow this scale.

2 The H Iggs potentialand location ofthe instability

Fortop quark and H iggsm asses of interest, the H iggs potential has is usual electrow eak
minmum at 246 G&V, and then at some larger scale, , tums around (sharply) and
beocom es negative, destabilizing the electrow eak vacuum:f: . In order to calculate the po—
tentialasaccurately aspossible, onem ust sum all lrading and next-to—leading logarithm s.
This isdone{]by in proving the one-Joop e  ective potentialby tw o-Joop renom alization—
group equations. The m ost recent and detailed calculations of the bounds are those of
A tarelli, et al.] and Casas, et al.f3]. T he reader is referred to those papers for details,
we will sin ply present their resuls here.

T he procedure is straightforward. O ne begins w ith values of the scalar sslfcoupling,

, and the top quark Yukawa coupling, evaluated at some scake (usually my). One

then integrates these using the two-loop renom alization group equations. T he running
couplings are then Inserted into the oneJloop H iggs potential, which is then exam ined to
see if it goes negative, and if so, at what scale. F inally, the Yukawa coupling and must
be converted Into pole m asses for the physical H iggs boson and top quark. M any issues
Ihvolving the choice of renom alization scale and the renom alization procedure m ust be
considered [3, 4].

Them ost In portant results of the papersof ATand CEQ was thebound on the H iggs
m ass assum Ing that the standard m odel is valid up to the P lanck scale. They obtained
(using a value of the strong coupling given by s ;)= 0:124):

my > 1305+ 2dm,. 174) 1)
forAI @llmassesare in GeV) and
myg > 128+ 1:92m . 174) )

for CEQ . These results are In agream ent to well w ithin the stated 3 5 G &V errors of
the two calculations.

'Wewillde ne to be the point at which the potential drops below the valuie of the electrow eak
m Inin um , however the drop is so rapid that this does not appreciably di er from the point at which i
tums around.



Suppose one looks at the values ofmy and m. whith give an nnstability at = 1
TeV .A I cbtain?
my =71+ Om. 174) 3)

W e have reproduced this result and have generalized t to di erent .W e nd that
the factorof O9m . 174) isunchanged, and the factorof71 G&V changesto 77 GV for

= 15TeV,8lGeV for = 2TeV,and 89 GeV for = 4 TeV.Thus, know ing the
experin ental values of the H iggs m ass and top quark m asses to an accuracy of 1 G&V
each, which m ay be possbl at an NLC, will enabl one to determ ine  to roughly 25
percent accuracy.

Before discussing the signi cance of know Ing a particular value of , it is im portant
to discuss the uncertainty In this formula. A s discussed very clearly by CEQ , the choice
of the scale-dependence of the renom alization scale Introduces uncertainties of roughly
3 5Ge&V In the Higgsmass. In addition, one must be very carefil in determ ining
the condition for the instability. For exam ple, A I took the instability to occur when
becam e negative, whereas CEQ took the instability to occurwhen ™, given by (ignoring,
for fllustrative purposes, the electrow eak gauge couplings)

|

1 h? '
~ = 6h! m—=t 1 4
322 °°F 2 @

goes negative, which m inin izes uncertainties due to higher orders. Thiscan m ake a am all
di erencein ,asCEQ show, whith is irelevant for large  but can be very in portant
for amn aller

F inally, there is another, potentially serious, uncertainty. In running the scalar self-
coupling from m 5 to the location ofthe Instability, one inclides top quark contrbutionsat
all scales, and thus the beta function isnegative at m ; and drives the scalar selfcoupling
tow ards negative values in m ediately. H owever, suppose one were to argue that the top
quark loop contributions to the beta function should not enter until 2m . is rached,
as is usually the case for the QCD beta function. Then, would not change much

2The results of CEQ di er signi cantly, by asmuch as 15 G &V . T he reason appears to be related to
the work of W illey and Bodlkarevfj]. T hey noted that the contribution of the nite M S electroweak
tadpoles to the relation between the top quark pol m ass and the m ass de ned in tem s of the M S
Yukaw a coupling ism uch larger than the wellknown Q CD correction. A sim ilar contribution exists in
relating the H iggs pole m ass to the potential. W illey E_é] has pointed out that this contrdbution cancels
in the H iggstop m ass ratio. In the paper of CEQ , it was Included in the H iggsm ass relation, but not in
the top m ass relation. By including the term in the top m ass relation In the CEQ work, W jJJey!?.] has
found that the discrepancy becom esm uch sn aller (@and the agreem ent or large persists).



between m ; and 2m , Increasing the location ofthe instability by (very roughly) a factor
of 2m =m 4 4. O foourse, the M S renom alization schem e is m ass-ndependent, and
thus the contribution should be lncluded at all scales, but this does indicate that another
renom alization schem ew hich ism ore sensitive to threshold e ectsocould give signi  cantly
di erent results. This would in ply that uncalculated higher order contrbutions could
beocom e in portant if threshold e ects are included.

In principle, all of these issues can be deal with (and certainly w ill be if the H iggs
boson is discovered at LEP ). In that case, the results ofEq. 3 willbe accurate to w ithin
a couplk of G €V . If the H iggs boson is discovered next year at LEP, then the standard
m odel vacuum w illbe known to be unstabl at a scale of som ew here between 08 and
10 TeV . The biggest uncertainty in pinning down this number is the top quark m ass.
Once it isknown to an accuracy ofaround 5 G €V, then the biggest uncertainty w illbe in
the above calculations. W hen these uncertainties are ram oved, then the location of the
Instability, , willbe known to roughly a factor of 2. F inally, as the experin ental values
ofthe H iggs and top quark m asses are narrowed down to 1 G &V each, the location ofthe
nstability w ill eventually be determm ined to roughly 25% accuracy.

W e now consider the follow ing question. Let us suppose that this happens, and one
concludes that the nstability occurs at, say, 1000-1400 G &V . W hat does this Inply for
new physics? M ust a new particle or resonance occur w ith a m ass below or near this

scale?

3 M odelofNew Physics

In order to exam ine the e ectsofnew physics, a sin pli ed version ofthe standard m odel
H iggs potential w ill be considered in which the renom alization scale dependence of the
param eters is ignored. T he resulting potential can then be w ritten as

1 1 1 2
V= -m??*+> * B * mh— C 5)
2 4 4
where
1
B = o7 3h; 3g°=8 3@+ g¥)’=l6: 6)

This simpli ed potential has all of the qualitative features of the full renom alization-
group Im proved potential, and the resuls obtained from itsuse w illnot be substantially
changed by using the fiillpotential. Di erentiating the potential, one can replacem? and



by the Higgsm assm and the electroweak m Ininum ,

1

1
V= <m?
41'1

3 1
B *?+ B *‘+ —mZ* B ‘h— )
2 8 g2 " 4

2

P luggihg In a top quark mass of 190 G eV, and a Higgs mass of 70 GeV, one can see
that the potential tums around and becom es negative at a scale, , 0f1250 G&V . This
would seem to Imply that \new physics" m ust enter by that scale.

In ordertom odelthe \new physics", wew illadd to them odela scalar eld, w ith bare
massM , which couples to the standard m odel H iggs eld with coupling  (so that the
m ass-squared of the scalar isM 2+  2). In addition, the m ultiplicity of the scalar eld
willbe N . This is fairly general. W e know that additional ferm ionic degrees of freedom
w ill further destabilize the vacuum , so that only bosonic degrees of freedom need to be
considered. These degrees of freedom must couple to the Higgs eld (to have any e ect
on the potential), and one would expect a numberof such elds (ifthey are vector elds,
of course, the m ultiplicity of each would be 3).

W hat are reasonabl values forN and ? Thevalie ofN w illbe taken to be anyw here
between 1 and 100. Such large values of N are not inplausbl. In the m Inim al super-
symm etric m odel, for exam ple, the m ultiplicity of scalar quarks isN = 72 (6 for avor, 3
for color, 4 for particlke/antiparticke and left/right); in leftright m odels, the m ultiplicity
of the new gauge bosons and H iggs bosons is N 25. will be taken to be between
0:d and 10. In the next section, the unitarity bound on N and willbe found and we
w ill only assum e that the valuesm ust be lower than that bound. It is plausbl that the
valie of would be close to the uniarity bound, ifthe e ective new physics is strongly
coupled.

The e ects ofthe scalar on the H iggs potential is to add a tem

!
N 5 _— M2+ 2
642(M + Y h——— C ®)

to the potential. Di erentiating the potential, one can replacem? and withm, and
yielding

14
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3The pole m ass is chosen to be 190 G &V, so that the Yukawa coupling corresponds to a m ass w hich
is 56 % am aller.



w here

By = B 5l —)
N 2
By = B o 10)

T hispotential can be plotted, and exam ined forvariousvaliesofN , andM to seeif
the instability rem ains. Som e featuresare easy to see. Considerthe Im it nwhichM = 0O,
so the additional scalars are very light. In this case, the coe cient ofthe *h 2 tem
isN ?=64 2 B=4. Thus, if N ? istoo an al], this coe cient will be negative and the
instability will rem ain. Thus, a ower bound on N 2, in order to rem ove the instability,
is

N ? > 3h! 3¢°=8 3@+ g%)’=l6: 11)
It is also Interesting to consider the Iimit n which M ! 1 . In this case, the logarithm
can be expanded and one can see that the e ects of the extra term vanishes com plktely,
as expected from the decoupling theoram . In this case, the scalar eld w illnot restabilize
the potential, regardless of the values of N and

Thus, for any given values of N and  (@bove the critical value), there w illbe som e
criticalvalue ofthe scalarm ass; ifM isbelow thisvalue, the potentialw illbe restabilized;
ifM is above this value, i will not be. This is illustrated n Fig. 1. W e have chosen
N = 60 and = 1, and have pltted the potential for various values of M . In this cass,
M can be as large as 53 T€V, and still restabilize the potential. N ote that this value for
M is four tin es the value of , the point by which \new physics m ust enter”.

T he critical value ofthe scalarm ass is shown asa function ofN and i Fig.2.Note
that theM = 0 line corresponds to the critical value of N 2 shown above. W e see that
for the largest values of N and , the scalarm ass could be as large as 100 tines  , and
still restabilize the potential! O £ course, one would question the validity of perturbation
theory for such values, and we now tum to the question of the unitarity bounds on N

and

4 Unitarity Bounds

T here are tw 0 types of unitarity boundsthat we can consider; abound on from treedevel
unitarity and a bound on N 2 from one-loop unitarity.

The st isthe bound on arisihg from the requirem ent of treelevel unitarity. If
we call the scalar S and the Higgs boson H , then one will obtain a bound on by



requiring that the realpart ofeach H S ! H S partialwave scattering am plitude be
less than 1=2{[(]. This calculation can be easily done, and in the lim it that the quartic
S* coe cient isanall, we ndthebound < 4 . Thisisa fairly weak bound, which is
weaker than the bound obtained from the follow ing bound on N 2.

A bound on N ? willarise by considering H H ! H H at onedoop in which a
Joop with S bosons is in the diagram {this w illbe proportionalto N 2=8 ?2; so cnem ight
expect a bound on N 2 som ewhat Jess than 8 2. OneJdoop unitarity isa more di cul
problem , and the bound w ill alvays depend on Ps ofthe scattering processfl1]. W e w ill
estin ate the bound In two very di erent ways.

The 1rst, and sinplest, m ethod is to note that the beta function for can be read
o from the potentialof Eq. (9), and clearly has a temm proportionalto N 2. Thus, we
can integrate from the electroweak scale (orthe Z m ass{the choice doesn’t signi cantly
a ect the resul) up to the scale given by M , and sinply require that not exceed
its unitarity lin it by that scale. Since we are using one-loop beta functions here, we
only require that not exceed its tree kevel unitarity bound, given by 4 (this value
corresponds to a Higgs m ass of 700 G &V, which is the LeeQ uigg-T hacker bound {[d]).
W hen we do so, we nd the bound given by the solid lne of Fig. 2, which corresoonds
toN 2 varying between 30 and 60.

The second m ethod is to com pute the scattering amplitude forHH ! HH at one
loop. Shceweare Interested nmy,  90G &V, theH iggs selfcoupling issmall ( 0:067)
and the one-doop contributions to the above process com Ing from H and the G oldstone
bosons w ;z can be neglected. The dom inant contrbution comes from S. In the lm it
that the quartic S* coe cient is small compared with , we can ignore the one-loop
contrbution toHS ! HS.

T he one-loop contrlbution of S to HH ! HH can be straightforwardly com puted.
T he renom alization consists of two parts. One com es from the one-doop self energy of
H dueto S where a factor of N ? ispresent. W e are again ignoring the contributions
due to H and w;z which are proportionalto 2.  This contrbutes to the wave fiinction
renom alization constant for H and to the renom alization of . The other com es from
thebubblk diagram forHH ! HH involving S.The nalphysical scattering am plitude
is, of course, nie. In the lim itpé >> M ;my, the real and in aghhary parts of the
S-w ave partialwave am plitude, ay, are given by
2

3
Reao = (8—) s+ 64 3

@+ 3milm2));

[e¢]



N 2

Im ap = T82; (12)
w here N 2 P— 1
o= gz 1 SLmy); (13)

with I, %) = Roldx h@l+4x(1 x)= )and = 4M ?=p? (10 is the derivative of I, w ith
respect to p?). Num erically, I, m 7)) and m 2 I2 (n Z) are snall
By including the (tree level) real S-wave amplitude ( =8 ) orH S ! H S and diago-

nalizing the realpart ofthe 2 2 m atrix, we can plot the A rgand diagram for the largest
elgenvalue (see D urand, et al.fl1] for a detailed discussion). The upper lin tson N 2 are
found by looking at the point w here the am plitude deviates signi cantly from the unitar-
ity circle. W e  nd the ©llow ing results which depend on” S:N 2< 30 (p§=M 100);
N 2 < 60 (p§=M 40); N 2 < 100 (p§=M 20). This corresponds respectively to

s = 142; 2:07; 2:58. This approach gives results which are basically consistent ( ithin
a factoroftwo in N ?) with the ones obtained by \running" as discussed above.

5 Conclusions

From Fig. 2, we see that a singke scalar boson with a coupling 6 to the standard
m odelH iggs which is at, but not above, the unitarity bound) can have am assashigh as
10 TeV, and still succead in elin nating the instability which would occur at 1250 G &V .
If there were a strongly interacting sector, one m ight expect just such a coupling.

Thus, should LEP discover a H iggs boson In the near future, one w ill conclude that
the standard m odel must \break down" at some calculabl scale, , which could be
between 1 and 10 TeV (depending on the top quark m ass). In this ktter, we have shown
that this does not necessarily m ean that a new particle(s) or resonance (s) m ust exist at
this scale, but that the new states could be close to a factor of 10 higher in m ass. T here
isno guarantee that an acceleratorwhich reachesthe scale  will nd any direct evidence
of new physics.

W e are very grateful to O Id D om -nion University for its hospiality while this work
was carried out and thank Ray W illey form any usefiil discussions. This work supported
by the National Science Foundation, grant PHY 9306141, and by the D epartm ent of
Energy, grant D E-A 505-89ER 40518.
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F igures

1. The H iggs potential is plotted for three di erent values of M , with N = 60 and
= 1. Between the origin and = 500 G&V, the three curves are essentially
dentical, and look like the conventional H iggs potential. For very large M , the
scalar eld decouples and the potential develops an instability at 1250 GV .AsM
decreases to 55 TeV, the nstability point m oves outward and then disappears for
M = 53Tev.

2. For various values of N and , the largest valuie of M which will elin inate the
nstability which occurs at 1250 G &V in the absence ofthe additional scalar eld).
T he shaded region covers the values ofN and which violate the uniarity bound,
as discussed in the text.

11



0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
¢



100

10

0.1



